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Claims 1-1 9 am pendhig tri the present application, of s^fiioii claims 1 ¥ 1.0, and 19 are 
independent, Mo claims have beeii added, amended or deleted. Applicant believes that die 
present application is in condition fbr alio wance 5 which prompt and ikyot#>le action is 
respectfully requested, 

L Rejection under 35 UMC. § 102 

Claims l ~3 j 9~ I % 18 and ! 9 are rejected tihd^r 35 '0.S-CL ' : I(S^) : :i^-;beii^g unpatentable 
over Iwai U.S, Pa tent Ho . 5,815 ,795 (hereinafter 'Ijwai- ), The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

To anticipate a e^^^^ teach every 

element of the claim and "[t] he identical indention must be shown in as complete 
detail as is contained in the ,.,•< elaitnr (see MPEP §2131), 

In the rej cation, the Examiner asserts that Iwai discloses a method and apparatus as per 
Claim L However, Applicant subimt^ does hot disclose "embedding a wireless 

eoniTmmication de vice circuit in the repeater; and using the wireless communication device 
circuit to determrneif the repeater system is in ^sciilatictfir* as hi Claim L Iwai discloses a 
method of detecting oscillation in a repeater by insertm a rather simplified current measuring 
circuit into the repeater circ^ is determined to be in oscillation 

by means of ^detecting a direct current component inc luded in the power level signal, and second 
detecting means for detecting an alternating c urrent component included in the power level 
signal"' (Col 3 ? lines ,4-7)., Iwai does not disclose that the detection circuitry is a wireless 
communication device circuit or that the Wireless communication device circuit is used to 
determine if the repeater s^tehr i^ "L 

Moreover, the Examiner sites u Col 2, line 57-Col 3 lines 21 ? * as proof that Iwai discloses 
the detection cit^uit establishing a call . Applicant respectlully disagrees and argues, that in iaci, 
Iwai is describe Cirfito^^ 
the repeater. Iwai does not disclose that the oscillation detection circuit i s capable of making a 
e alL Therefore., Iwai does hot disclose "establishing a call from the wireless communication 
devic e circuit to a base stall on" as in c la im % r . 

Thus, Iwai does not teach every element of the claim and the identical invention is not 
contained in the disclosure. For at least this reason Claim X is patentable. Claims 10 and 19 
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eeiitaiil similar 'Ihiiit^t^m'^-^^ixi 1 > and for at least the same reasons as slated ior Claim 1^ 
Claims 10 and 19 are patentable. Claims 2-5 and 9 depend from independent Claim 1 ? and are 
patentable for at least the same reasons as slated with respect to Claim 1, Claims 1 1-14 and 18 
depend from independent ClaTO 1 0, and are patentable for at least the same rea^on^ as stated 
with respect to Claim 1& For at least the foregoing reasons, Applieant resp^etfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection under 3 5 U J5,C. §102. 

II, Rejection under 35 U*S*G* §103 



Claims 6-9 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 ILS.C, 1 03(a) as being raipatent^le over 
Iwavtm Pst^ U.S. PatentNo, 

2004/0248S81 AL The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

To establish a prima jkcie ease of obviousness, three basic criteria must he met. First,, 
there must be some suggestion or nnotivation ? either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art v to modify the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of 
success, Finally * the prior art reference (pr referenpes must teach or 

suggest all the claim limitations* The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
corobination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior 
art, not In applicant- s disclosure, (see MPEP §2143) 

As stated with respect to Claim 1 5 Iwai does not teach or disc l ose a o f the limitations of 
Claim 1 „. Neither Mai nor Seki independentl y or combined teach or disclose all of the limitations 
of Claith i. Therefore Clairo i is patentable. Claim 10 contains similar limitations as to Claim 
1 > and fbr at least the same reasons as slated for Claim 1 , claim 10 is patentable. Claims 6-9 and 
claims I S- 18 depend from patentable claims 1 and 10, and for it least this reason Claims 6-9 and 
15-18 are patentable based on dieir dependency upon patentable claims 1 and 1% and other no ve! 
features contained therein, For at least the foregoing reasons Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 IJS.C . §103, 



